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:ntiCipation took effect on her executing a mortgage of her life interest during
’ L 13 13 -
ioverture' North, J., was of opinion that ““anticipate” did not mean attem.pt
n.g to anticipate;” that the mortgage of the life interest was entirely inoperative,
conSeQuently there was no forfeiture.

\«VILL —_FORFEITURE CLAUSE—ABSOLUTE GIFT-—BANKRUPTCY.

ty Metcalfe v. Metcalfe, 43 Chy.D., 633, Was a case iq which the effect of a forfe;l-
e ¢ clause in 2 will had to be construed. By the will the testator gave person ;
ate to his children as tenants in common. He then gave to trustees real an
?:Tsonal estate, on trust, to pay the rents and profits to his. children as tenants
¢ “ommon during their lives, with benefit of survivorshlp. He th.en gave
o tain Teversions to trustees on similar trusts. And he provided tbat if by act
“Peration of law any interests given by his will in trust for his chlldf’en should
N iened whereby the same should vest in any other person, then his frustelfs
su:u.]d apply the interest so aliened to and among the other‘ pf.srsons Sntltcl)idth(};
ch-vworship, as in case of the death of the person so aliening. ne :
lldren was, at the testator’s death, a bankrupt. Within a year afterwards she
azcame entitled to property which, when sold, was sufficient ‘to pay her def?(t;
th the Costs, but the bankruptcy was not formally an_nulled until two }f/e:tgz a ter
Son * Kekewich, J., decided thalt as to the absolute gift of a sha;fe (t) be };150
helg Estate, the forfeiture clause was repugna.nt and had no e ic ént A
bankas to the remainders not come ‘intO possession before the annu mferec1 e
the Tuptcy, that as personal enjoyment by the legatee was not mterf Scertain-,
in Orfeiture therefore did not take effect And that for the }?urpose o ah rait
Iy When the annulment of the bankruptcy took effect, the time whei)tz t af;d e
o fame into legal possession of property enough to pay her de sb d o
S, ang not the time of the formal annulment of the bankruptcy, must be taken.

S - V ING.
POWER~EXECUT0R RENOUNCING— EXERCISE OF POWER BY EXECUTOR RENOUNCING

In t}}le only other case to be noticed is Crawford v. Forshaw, 43 }?hgésli)(.i’ugz‘gf:
hig 'S case a testator appointed three executors. He then gave t etors herein
Y ®State to certain charitable institutions or others as “my execu ove of.”
Tw ¢ May select, to be divided in such proportions as they may aP;IP abolica-
° of the executors proved the will, and the third renounced. On the oﬁﬁcing
X the two executors it was determifled by Kekewich, J., th'af tdhet;e?oin with
the ,. 5 Notwithstanding his renunciation of probate, was entnt_; ’Jl‘hat thic
Wag :'0 €Xecutors in exercising the power of appointing lt]h‘? r::;ilc::S executors,
l h‘lt a Power imposed on the executors, N0t as part of their

trustees.
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